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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is in response to application 10/650/444 filed 8/28/2003. 
Claims 1-66 have been examined and are pending. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-18 and 23-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because they are directed 
towards nonstatutory subject matter. Specifically: 

Claim 1 describes a method of processing text data while not producing a useful, 
concrete, and/or tangible result. In particular, the resulting step of this claim is a determination 
of a specific area occurrence value. Upon determination of this value, no further steps require 
use of the occurrence value on which to base any results and thus a result is lacking. Claims 2- 
18 are rejected similarly as they depend from independent claim 1. 

Claim 23 is rejected because it can be construed as embodying a software program per se . 
Software per se is not statutory without the use or the implied use with a computer hardware 
such as a computer readable medium as it is then directed towards non functional descriptive 
material. Software being stored, for example, on computer hardware (i.e. a disk) enables 
function of the program and therefore would become statutory. 

Also, similar to claims 1-18, claim 23 fails to produce a useful, concrete, and/or tangible 
result. The rationale is the same as above. Claims 24-40 are rejected similarly as they depend 
from independent claim 23. 
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Response to Amendment 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-8, 11-30, 33-52, and 55-66 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dehlinger et al. ('Dehlinger' hereinafter) (U.S. Patent Application 
2004/0006558 Al) in view of Cragun et al. ('Cragun' hereinafter) (US 2003/0055810). 

With respect to claims 1, 23, and 45 Dehlinger teaches a method of processing text data, 
comprising the steps of: 

inputting text data (abstract and [0037]); 

parsing the text data into word candidates (abstract, [0037] and [0047]; 
removing predetermined words from the word candidates as distilling [0043]-[0046]; 
specifying an area of a predetermined text database as pre-selected library of texts 
[0052]; and 

determining a specific area occurrence value (selectivity value, [0055]) based upon a first 
number of occurrence of each of the word candidates in the specified area in the predetermined 
text database in relation to at least a second number of occurrence of the word candidates in the 
predetermined text database as the selectivity value [0078]-[0080]. 
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Dehlinger fails to expressly teach the limitation of specifying an area of a predetermined 
database. 

Cragun, however, teaches this limitation as the weight criteria described in paragraphs 
[0034] and [0040]-[0043] for searching locations of a document. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing art at the time 
of the present invention to combine the teachings of the cited references because the weight 
criteria of Cragun would have allowed Dehlinger' s invention to better process library texts. 
Such a method of Cragun would provide to Dehlinger, an efficient hit list ([0010], Cragun). 
Such a method would further be useful to Dehlinger as their invention processes texts such as 
abstracts, summaries, full text, claims or head notes found in patents ([0145] of Dehlinger). 

With respect to claims 2, 4, 24, 26, 46, 48, Dehlinger fails to teach 'the specified area is a 
header area' or 'the specified area is a summary area 5 

Cragun, however, teaches these limitations as the weight criterion, HEADER and 
SUMMARY (0013, 0040, and 0043). 

With respect to claims 3, 5, 7, 8, 29, 25, 27, 30, 47, 49, 51, and 52 Dehlinger teaches 'the 
specific area occurrence value' in paragraphs [0078]-[0080] and figure 9. 

With respect to claims 6, 28, and 50, Cragun teaches 'the specified area is a combination 
of a header area and a summary area' [0034]. 
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With respect to claim 1 1 5 33, and 55 Dehlinger teaches 'selecting search words from the 
word candidates based upon the specific area occurrence value' [0046]. 

'extracting sentences from the predetermined text database based upon the selected 
search words' [0045]. 

With respect to claims 12, 34, and 56, Dehlinger teaches 'selecting keywords from the 
word candidates based upon the specific area occurrence value' as method of [0165] and [0189]. 

With respect to claims 13, 35, and 57, the limitations of these claims are rejected for the 
same reason as those of claims 12, 34, and 56 as set forth above. Furthermore, Dehlinger teaches 
'generating a summary from the predetermined text database based upon the selected keywords' 
[0146]-[0152]. 

With respect to claims 14, 36, and 58, Dehlinger teaches 'selecting classification 
keywords from the word candidates based upon the specific area occurrence value' as CID 
[0062]. 

'classifying the predetermined text database based upon the selected classification 
keywords' [0146]-[0151]. 



With respect to claims 15, 37, and 59, the limitations of these claims have been rejected 
for the same reasons as the preceding claims as set forth above. 
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Furthermore, the combination of Dehlinger teaches the claimed limitations of 
determining a second text database occurrence value of the word candidates in a second text 
database and determining a database occurrence value [0162] . 

With respect to claims 16, 17, 20, 21, 38, 39, 42, 43, 60, 61, 64 and 65 the limitations of 
these claims have been rejected for the same reasons as the claims set forth above. 

Furthermore, it would have been obvious in light of the combination of Dehlinger/Cragun 
to modify the 'database occurrence value equation' as to produce different outcomes. 

With respect to claims 18, 22, 40, 44and 62, and 66, these claims have been rejected for 
the same reasons as claims 9, 10, 31, 32, and 53, and 54 as set forth above. 

With respect to claims 19, 41, and 63, the limitations of these claims are similar to that of 
claims 1, 23, and 45 as set forth above. Therefore, these claims are rejected for the same reasons 
as the above claims. Furthermore, the combination of Dehlinger/Cragun teach the claimed 
limitations of determining a first text database occurrence value based upon a first number of 
occurrence of the word candidates in a specified area of a first text database in relation to at least 
a second number of occurrence of the word candidates in the first text database as seen in claim 

i; 

determining a second text database occurrence value based upon a third number of 
occurrence of the word candidates in the specified area of a second text database in relation to at 
least a fourth number of occurrence of the word candidates in the second text database [0162]; 
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determining a database occurrence value based upon the first text database occurrence 
value and the second text database occurrence value in a predetermined manner in paragraph 
[0162], and step 140, and figure 9; 

selecting search words from the word candidates based upon in part the database 
occurrence value [0163]; and 

extracting sentences from a predetermined text database based upon the selected search 
words [0176]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 9, 10 31, 32, and 53, and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Dehlinger and Cragun as applied to claims 1-8, 1 1-30, 33- 
52, and 55-66 above in view of Driscoll (U.S. Patent 5,642,502). 

With respect to claims 9, 10 31, 32, and 53, and 54, the combination of Dehlinger/Cragun 
fail to teach the limitations of these claims. 

Driscoll, however, teaches 'determining a search word significance value' as the equation 
in fig. 2, blocks 425 and 455. Driscoll further teaches 'a corresponding predetermined word 
weight' as each word in both the search query and in the documents are given weighted values 
(abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing art at the time 
of the present invention to combine the teachings of the cited references because the word 



Application/Control Number: 10/650,444 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2167 

significance value of Driscoll would have provided Dehlinger/Cragun's system with determining 
the importance of each word (fig. 7) for aid in identifying key words (Dehlinger [0007]). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, see pages 24-28, filed 9/1 1/2006, with respect to the rejection(s) 
of claim(s) 1-66 under 35 USC 103 have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, 
the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of 
rejection is made in view of 35 USC 103 in view of the references Dehlinger, Cragun, and 
Driscoll as described above. 

Also, according to further consideration, the Examiner kindly submits a new grounds of 
rejection in view of 35 USC 101 as applied to claims 1-18 and 23-40 as described above. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert M. Timblin whose telephone number is 571-272-5627. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jean R. Homere can be reached on 571-272-3780. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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